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2.2 ifO ^ ^ ftr? 

qjI 3TT^nv *iMi ^ I f^cii ^ ^ Q?fHM 31 f^^ ^ 

3)W ^ 3r^ 3fk ift ^ Jirm % ft^rt ^ ?WI i ^ ^ wtor i7 20 

^ 825/- ^ 3fk 40 1235/- ^ w ft^n tl 

3. TpraitiM A 4 9J5t t ftj a i < ii ^ lift ^ttst sfk agw r gi^cf? l ijft <|fe ^ 

3fr? '?»T3Wt^ 45 iftn ^5RT ^ ^ vT I 

4. 3^7 ^ w45T7 AO A^ sfu^ai f4rf*r4^ 45 4>ii ^54^ 5i^j;595 45 4 ^ ^ ^Jimr 

3m ^3fr4t€t ^ ^ f4TTR-f4^ itp? 45 5T^^ 4^rT? ^5^4 sfk 3WFf??f ^ <i(«i<>5'|'j| 3nm^ f4m 4fiWi-?rv ^ 

m ^jrm f4^n ^ wr i 5 ?t 45 amrim wrrt^m m*T^ 4 mi(2i«<5ii 4 i7*T3jt^t^ 4 jfmff 4 

f45?f1 ^ trhJI ^?4 3i^4tf4cf ^ ^34145 ^ ^ 4 3rf?rf^ f47i T^ian i 

5. 5^ *Tm^ 4 wf ^ 9574 45 21 2000 ^ 4 ^ ^I^l 

45 4kR ^?^3441^1 4 20' 45 ftrq 2000/- w? 40' 45 4000/- Wf iT^m ^ sr«iif4a 

3j 4 efi 34? smcT ^Rf ^ 55»T ?75745 2D/4D 45 f?R a5*Rf 1600/3000 ^ 55^4 ^ w»m b 1 p^n en i 

45 4kR f445m [4557 ^ 4 

40 4y^ ftrt) 

(i) w4vr M g^' »i jf»fR f4Hf?)f&fl 41 ftwml wr ^574 5^7 f45^ ttr (w) wpil irm 

i?F^'i!iR 7m5m #; sfk, (^s) ?7?4 ^i4^-7f1 >if4f4f?»tiT ?rTf47r 4? 

(ii) Tniy4 4 145 ^344141, 4'<*i'n^ ^41 45 Tpm »<cc?l 77 f4TiR ^57^ 4'i*14141 »f?l'rt4 ^ 
sj^TRTr ^1 

(iiO 4li^ 45 foR 825/- 75757 sfk 4 j 1237/- 75757 t^ItsttI 11 600/- 75757 ^ 825/- 75757 
Tift ijf^r ig?i sifSro tl 

(iv) 5775 i?fl 4lt^ 755 1,5 7J7T 74411 77^ ?5i 57?Ta45ft41 4 5775 ^^ 45 57 

54 7m^ tl 

(v) 7TH 5RT 777rTl4ff ^ 7^ 34&5T5 11 ?7T^ 577*441^ 4 75^77 gnkT fRff 4 frf&TT tfm ( 

(vi) ?4 ^54^R^ 5j5r»ff 77 ^ Tim-Tfc^ TTJTT 7t1 7577? 5JTft57: 3ft7, 94 75^77 77 41 342^5 

7T9-5f?7J5 7t1 7577T 5Tlft57 I TF4 9mm 5f57 91411 

m7 y n3Tl 5TTR RTRT (I?73ll5ft7f1) 

(i) 75^77 TETm 4 7717714 7^ 3rf?m5 tl h1p 7I97 775975 4 57 Ttfm 75t TiJRI ft^TT I 

(ii) 974 75^77 5T9777 7T9PmT 45 f4R 5J75 1447 714 ^ tJI 11 

(iii) 53t5?75M 4 3r74l Tmr 45 75R7t tji 1.5 ^ 11 577344^ ^ 797 7t1 tr 775751 

(iv) 97 '9T4 ^ 3fr7 '?JT9f1' 75474 45 417 751^ 4? 7tt 77577 7794 I 

(v) 4477 177 4 5T7srf4t4[ 74 irkl 9)771 97 75t77 TTTTTm 74 15194 t, 77^ 7r4 

^7577R vJfllTJt 7t11 

(vi) 9774 75317 4 1 500/- 7577? lift € r ^ 3^7 3000/- 75757 TTft 5775^^ tH ^1457777 11 

6. 7779777, 40 47775 9(5^77 140 4 ^97 14577 145 4 5793441^ 45 Trjfff ^777^ 45 4l7R 577^97 5779777 75t 
t4T7l4T%97 ^7534 4 7417577 Ttt 7R 77754 



[MFTIII— 




(i) ^ 3lt7 Tjft ^ ^ a?fBw 11 

(II) ^?R ^ ^ jreH ^ ^ 11 

(ill) JT^ ^ aft? q^WM 5RT tq t ftRW ^ ftjqr ^ «n 

g(k f^qi'i ^ TTT^ ^ I 

(iv) 20740' in 826/1235 w? qH ^ a(k frl qr^ ^ qi j ^ ?!tqT^ 

ETO qsiT qq?nf^ 1500 ’!?qv/3O00 qrq? qft Eq qji rriti sfTf^ ^ 11 

7. ■'5*151^ ^ q^nm, ^^^rafriM ^ qiftqnJi arreiR qq 20 qj^ ^ f?r? 1000/- w? gftq AO" qi^ ^ 

f^n? 2000/- qrqi? ufl iffqqr qq qq ^?nq ^ qm11?m aqmq qqg^ eq i 7r?f1 q;^ ^ qqrq 20 
qjtqVl ^ 100/- qmtf sftq 40 qitq^ ^ %t 7 200/- w? OrafRw qjq^ qji qqfrrq ft??n qqi 11 tjqsitifhft ^ 

?q qra qq ■J^rq f%qT # ftj ^ ^qqq? qft^ qfr qlrr^TTf)^ qJl ^ qmrq 20 qs^^ ^ %? 825/- qsqi? a<|q 40 
q;^ ^ 1236/- qjqt? i(fqqf qq q?H qq '^qarT'M qq ?tpj qiff nffm i 

8. qqqrq q^ ^q qR^ qq ^aiWI^ ^ HWiftd q^ ^ ^qq ftq’qq qq^ qn^ qsr f^jqr qq? qr i 

xjqaiWWl ^ t fts q4 1999-2000 qft aqq sfrq qrdiqm % antnq qq ^qqi qq qjqqi 3520/- 

afrq 7040/- qqi? qf?t 1 1 qF '41 qjftra %qT ■> fti qft qq qSI qqqr jrm^rql qft onqq qq 

aqsiTf^ ^ q1 5# ^1i^ qfqqi qq 3960/- qqt? ^ qfTT?411 qq^ q^rq qq qjFqi t ^afhM ^ qi«qq ^ 

qj^qq wtil*: qsl qqnJT ^ ^ fjqj 41 qjq q^" wwiRla qft 41 

9. qpT^ qft qsnfqnff ^ ^Nrrq ^^qn qft q^ qrqq q};qqT ^ qrqif A fqftjft 3Tq5q 41411 

(i) Fqi qrqq qqaft^l^t qj^q^l afl? qy^qq^ qjiql qq tjqqj-ijqq; qis-^^q? q^ qjq TFT % I qj^qq 
qq ^iT(:-^;5q5 60 qsqi? qf?f ^li^j aftq 80 qsqrj qft ^jqs^^ q^ f^tjqr # I qqqf qq qiF-qf^q! 
qjq-qqt 4 wr^-qj^qj % ar^q q^ f^Tiqr qfmr ti inqq 4, nqai1^141 A 

g)ii'<^n5 qjfql qq qeq'jcqi qrq-qj^qj qqqrftq ftjqi en qff ^Hciq 2500/- qrqn aflq ail^qj^q 
6000/- qf% 414^ 4 ( qqfwrafl 4 ^f ^4? 44 ^ ijq? qqqrq qq aqqf% qf1 cfl 14? qp gq;? qj^qqt 
iri q^ ail^ f141i qqq;qqq, ^qi 'Jif&«qni A '7qaTl414l q4 gwra f^qt eq qr 
qii5-^cq5 qqf qji 3?qqF7 f^qi qqrqqart 4 ftqiq-ftqst qqq> 'jqqn ^diq qrqi 

(II) -^-57T -F ^5’- qqq qyq^ ^7»^afnfl4l A qtiTPJM f^qfqq aiqqin f^FT qj^qq 

Mpq^q q1qq{ qq q^ araji qjf4 f^THjT 41 ^^3114141 4 ftrqr qqqq ^ qqlqmafl q51 4fq 

alfq qfqqr qqf 4 qqqrf^q qi^ ^jq qq qfc1f!);qr arw q{1 11 > 3 qTqf ^q^t sqr qfTF in qTsqq 4 
qr4qq ^Tq qft qqiqj 44 qfi qmiTf ij41 qqF qq^ f 141 #I '7qaft4l41 ffrqr wwif^d qq1 qf1 qf4 
q)4qqt qq qqj;?? qjq4 qf1 q^FH qi^fct 4 arfSra qfl ^(14 qi?f1 aqq qft f1 

t4f^?i •'CT ^ ???qf f441q ^q>q?H Flqr i 

'7^344141 ET?! qq^Ti f^qqnil A qqsq fIft # 145 ^^qaiWI^I era 1999-2000 4 qs^q?^ mA) qq 
q^qf f45qi qqt aflFF ^ite-^qqs 304/- qra? 3jf4 sf 11 qp qq Fq ^ ^ qjF aif^ t allq ff 
f^jf4 q^iinjyq aqETTq qq q5m1 qq tnq qqjqr q5q4 45 q5rqqT fftf 5^ t i qft PRFiftF q4 
ift ^nfl 4 f 1 jq? aT?qt?rq5 qTq-F;?q5 qq qs q5iqqi ai^FiftF aqq 4 FTft f 141 i 

(ill) qqjcqft q5i qnqjra qraitjq qsq^ q^q, fqr qrftqsqqi qft qnqq ftqqqi qqgq q5q4 ^ q^aWtcl 4 
qqqi^j cpiql qFqaq q5i4 qft qrrqq ftqqqil 4 qs^^q RFqFq q5T4 qft 41 qnft^ ftrqi 1 ^ q?Tqrai 
q5iq1 qpqFq ^w4 4 q4 2000-2001 aftq 2001-02 4 aftqrqq 21% arftftqq cfrqq ^ 4, aqq 
qjftq^^Ti 4 5qr q5i4 45 3ftfM Fiftef qft ^r# ftfftq 5r^cq5 qq1 qft q^ 4 qft^ ^ q5q4 qft ar^qft 
q41 ^I qtqqr qq 45 qqdiftq q^q qq, qft q^qqft 45 qq^rr^ q?qr1aq 45 qmq qnq siqr aT^qTftr> 
anq qft qlt qi q^e^? RFqdF 4 aqq 4 qr^l qs^l f141i qqFiftF qfqqr qqr qft 
qi 1.0 qrqtq qq^ qft q4 45 ftqnq 4 aqq 4 q54t Flft 1 ?q5 5q5qnq qft ijqr q5q4 45 q^rq t., 
qwiftd q4 qq 7000 4lr-^ qft q4 afftftw ^tfri fift i 
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JRI fis^n w ^ prPr w anmf^ 3#w is srejty 'i? 

SJTO 3?ra is ^ % I IT^ 3)'HI*1I'<I ^ F7 fUcRT ^ 'd4l4lf^a 0V'HT pVl( I 3l<*iiqi 

^ W t CY 'TY 3lf?T» 3IRJl|it^ ??JY^ ^ t sftY 5^ 

^ ^ ^ JUfliJiRT ^ ^irsT ^ 5 ^ ^ ^ 11 ’^Yfl A, wwiRRr 

CY YFTEf^T! ^ YW ^ qfl Y(I YHJRft ^ I 

lift ijft^R na^Yiizf ^ ^YRfl # dt tpi3Wt€t ifrsT alh? anTYrR wro yy anorftd 5T5^<^ 

PlElfYor ^ ftY^ JTYYTFf IJUt; ^flY, TTmRRI Ai ftp? ^ Ym 

ftofftd ftp? ^ Wf YracfY ^ SYraft flft ^ *THT YTtPYTT I ^ ^ 

Y<*< [ 4' t vHH <JYH % *rT^ ^ 3?^ YTmT^ YT^Wt ^ YTIYI 3tft^ YPYftj 5^ ^ ftRIT ^ YHIRTT 

tl 

(iv) tlTY FT^iaWItft CTYT 3PT% ^1 YfYTlER ^ ftP? HYYTI^ YY Hlftqjyui ERT ft^FY 

ftjYTt *r*n dt wYi^diiart ^ ytr ctyt jw^hy mbyyih ^ ftjvft yy ftp? ^ ftftrm?Tf {fm 

Y^^tJY) ^ F3Y^ afhY yRypi^Y^YdY jnTO^ YY ^ ’P? YYlf YY aiPjftr I ^ 

(jpp^ YpTiY ^ ftjYTT ftj YgTP'4 Yt^ ftftPiRTf Yft apiYsn apwfti ysy ^ of) alk 

YYfft 5YYTd Yft yM ^ 3FZf Y5r>ff JRJYYR ftjOT ^ YIJT oP I YYJ WlftYJYYT A >?*T3iPM 

YJI ^ 3PI^ YT«k^ ^ YPR Ai YlYYlftjp 3f^VY As YTE^ 4 Y^TJT^ YT^ 

ftftpJWf (’#ft YftYJY) ^ # YnflWT YJY^ YJI YHF I ijftj Y^YI^ YT^ ftftPPYf (^ Y^YIY) ^ 

^FYTY WaiW ^ SPY 3jftYJ bWI 3ffY SYT^ 5^ YJPf Ai 3)^ ft^fft ?lft YPfl 3IP?^ SKI 

YTf&YIYYF ^Y? YTTO A 3PP^ 'JYYyR ftWY YJf Y^PYHI YlYdl A 3flY '?Y3iI4I<il ^ YTYYT # ftj 

YF Yfl;YT^ YT^ ftftYRtf (^ft Y^YR) YJf ftJYRl YY Yft lYYYYIT 3fhY 3?ftYftrY YR YJ^YY 

yiftyr! 4 ^ Af mA ^;Yf^R ^ yty'4 ^ yyyjici Ynflw yj^ i 

(v) ^?Y3TTfftt 4 YhfUiftltfl Yft CyI ^ YPPY YftHY YFYYR Y^ ftwfftY YJY^ Yft ^0 ^YYYJ sf^Yl fttO 

yJI *lfY 31^^ra #■! YFYYH YM'ifY^ft, YTctTYra Y^t YTYT sftY 3PY Y«lpfft ft5(lYYt3i( ^ ftXRIIsit Af 
YPYYI ftftfl YYT^ ifft Y^ Yft Yft YH YIYRfll F?F3ittfh!t Y^ Y)T ftrafYYf T?F3ir4tiiI 

Yft As YTY^ ^ ftJYI Yrp?YT 3ltY YF 4 YYftrP Y^ YY SJWlftY Ylft dWt I 

(Vl) 40 YJ^YY YJI HBYdd STYPf (?IfYYT YV) YIIYI-Yd 20 YftYY ^ B^fSYJ YP 1.5 ^ ftwfftY ftjYT 
YPYI 4'I YY^, '?Y3iI'IRft ^ 40 YftYY^ As ftP? YY HYtllftfl Yft #■! YTJ^Y ^YYT^ ^ ^tYTY 
YF3WW ^ ^ IFTT^Y YftYY YYT^ 40 ^YYY5 ^fwfeYf ftfO % YF YYFTY t?FajWW 4 ft^ 
SYYYW ^ W 4 y 4IY5TY ftjYT op I ^ ftj ^Y Y5FT PYT t. ^?P3Ipfltft Y5t YTYsfY YYJYYS ftwfftd 
YJY^ ^ YfTPY 3Pr^ YPYYY ^t ^YSYPP ^PT Y%PT I 54lftP? ^ 40' YftFY ^ ftP? 

W'W l ft F 4fYYT YY 20 Y5^Y Yft ^41 YY ft^ SPYWY YY 31^ i I JYftj YTY^Y F?P3TPM YJI 
^lY ftYl YYT t ftj YF ^Y R^^oYJt A> SPP^ FTPFY YWIeR Ai ftp? 3IYPT 5IY?PY ^YTY YI^ ^ 
3ftY i?Y)i^ yR YtYYI YYt ^ 4ft 150% 3RTY Y^i I 

(vil) FP^ YftP^ 4 j FTF?^ 4, '?F3i>4I€I 4 tPY-?[?YJ Y'HTY 60/- Y>Yi? ^ YYIY5Y 80/- YPP? Sft 

3ftY 80/- YPP? ^ YYraY 100/- YIYT? Rft Y5 y 4 YJI HYtPY ftJYT % I tfPsMl^I 4 YRJI t ft5 
TIPFfI Yl^dvl YY ePY-^5YY5 4 |f^r ftWYW YYFTY 3PY yH ^(^/3l^^ft ftJYI 

PYT 11 Yf^ ^PYT^ A^ ^?P3M^t A ?pfc fiftT ep fts YF Yft gt? 3 (Iy wyII YS^P^ ^ 4ft 
4 y Plft YJYPI YIF^ I YF f^Sft Y4ftPY Pift Yft PP YTYJcfl I FPYft 3flY P^ g'? YF^PVl ^ HCWi A^ 
4ft Flft<H YYTYI YfPTP Pl#t sftY J^rftp? Y^ '•ft PlF Fftt Ylft*? I YY^ YFP 4 3 Pt 4 5IYFTY 4 ^ 
gi? 3ltY FPcft YftpYt ^ ftn-ftW YF?f YJI ^FTY ftPT I '?P3Mt^ BTYI FPcfl YJ^PYf YY HYdiftd 
mF-^Q=YJ Y<fP I P Y4t YY 20/- Rftr YJ^ AA ^ As YYnra 41 spy 4 Yj^^ ?5T'F ^ Pl(t 






[WIIII—T3riS4] 


VTOT TTJrr^ : 
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lyWt ^ WT?ft ^ w»? 11 «^w>1 ^ ^nR^r wi»fy 

^ OT’f W 57 IRH 5RT yjRft 55 ;;^ MBWH ^ WT HWlftfl 

yft ^f^r ^ 3T5»ftft^ ftj^n ^3rKiT ti 

10.1 yf^uiw-ww, vjy jq ? ^ gfk ymr f»tiT?-ft^Rf ^ gnuR tR ^ a iRi m ' R i a g y ff ^ j'hWI ^ 

yrififn jr^tr w t alk ?W ■hrt-II; «jrt-w; 1. wra-^5^ ^ iff wh >r 

P|*-1(?)RJTT Wf Wt?|yuilf>Jfl ^ ^ ^ % ?TRT t 

L^r^jiwwHjnm 

nlh q^<?>/vjfHr fi^Pif ^ gyftf’’? ^ jpnv 

V7 jr^ osff^ 4) 

20' 40' 

5? W^'Hy 1000/- 2000/- 

WTft 100/- 200/- 

10.2. '?»T«W1^ ^ 3R^ ^ ^ it Ri fSrtw ft^n ^RT ti 

10.3. T?»T»ft^ nil ^fwR ftan ^armr t iiF Hij^qit iff wr^ wjtrjt wIir iff ftn? otr yron 
ym y^*^l^' l ^ l H^ iff f^rerff^ ^ yR^hr ir^wft lift ynftain ^tj^i iRt yRR ^{^^^ ijfty '?pj^ ^ 

^ 4h 150% w am TOT ^ I 

10.4. t?»T3ffif1^ ^ ar^an qft ^ t ftj ^ ^ ^ ftRi^ w ^ qff r^w afk Tgir^B arPT^haR 


[PqnllHH III/IV/143/3Rn./2000] 

TARIFF AUTHORITY FOR MAJORPORTS 
NOTIFICATION 

New Delhi. Ihe 2nd March. 2001 

No. TAMP/93/2000-MOPT.—In exercise of the powers confened by Section 48 of the Major Port 
Trusts Act. 1963 (38 of 1963). the Tariff Authority’ for Major Ports hereby approves the proposal of the 
Mormugao Port Trust (MOPT) regarding container handling charges, as in the Order appended hereto. 


SCHEDULE 

Case NO,TAIVlP/93/2000 - MOPT 

The Mormugao Port Trust (MOPT) — Applicant 


ORDER 

(Passed on this 14" day of Febiuary 2001) 


This case relates to a proposal submitted by the MOPt on fivng rontamer 
handling charges. Initially, the MOPT in its proposal for a general revision of cargo handling 
charges, estate rentals and railways charges had proposed a wharfage of R&.100/- per 
container and advalorem rates for containerised cargo subject to a minimum of Rs.2500/- and 
maximum Rs,6000/- perTEU. 
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2.1. M/s. Maersk India Ltd., the mam container line operating at the MOPT, strongly 
objected the tariff proposed by the MOPT. During the joint hearing in the general revision case, 
the users pointed out that the shift from weight-based rates to value-based rates would result m 
steep hike of charge per TEU in respect of some of the commodities. 

2.2. M/s. Maersk India Ltd. insisted that the JNPT tariffs might be considered as a 
base for fixing container tariff at the MOPT. They pleaded that the current wharfage rates were 
very high at the MOPT and any further increase by way of box rate would be detrimental to the 
interest of trade. They suggested to fix a box rate of Rs.825/- for 20‘ container and Rs.1235/- 
for 40' container based on the JNPT tariff. 

3. The MOPT in its reply stated that there could be no comparison between the 
JNPT and the MOPT in terms of volume of container traffic and the handling methodology. 

4. Since, a consensus between the MOPT and the mam container operator. M/s. 
Maersk India Limited could not be arrived at m respect of container tariffs, the MOPT was 
advised to formulate a proposal in consultation with users and to work out a box rate without 
resorting to advalorem approach. Further, this Authority in the general revision case did not 
approve any upward revision in the container handling charges at the MOPT, as general cargo 
handling activity was showing a revenue surplus. 

5. A joint hearing was held on 21 September 2000 at the MOPT to resolve the 
stalemate m this case. During the joint hearing, the MOPT proposed a box rate of Rs.2000/- for 
a 20’ container and Rs.4000/- for a 40' container and finally agreed to reduce the rates to 
Rs.1500 / 3000 for 20’ / 40’ container respectively. Submissions made during the joint hearing 
are as follows; 

M/s. Maersk India Ltd. 


(i) . Container handling charges may be prescribed following the two principles (a). 

what the cargo can bear; and, (b). what are the activities involved'? 

(ii) . We wish the MOPT to follow the JNPT model by considering the relevant 

components of the JNPT rates. 

(ill). Rs.825/- for TEU and Rs.1237/- for FEU are the acceptable. The jump from 
Rs.600/- to Rs.825/- is a good enough jump. 

(iv) . The rates for FEU shall be 1.5 times the rates of TEU. In MOPT, however, we 

agree to twice the rate of TEU for FEU 

(v) . Rates proposed by the Port, are very high. It will totally disturb the container 

trade at the MOPT. 

(vi) . Let us not levy any wharfage on containerised cargo; and, let us not levy any 

high wharfage even on container. This will reduce the cost. 


The Mormuaao Port Tr ust (MQPT) 

(i) . Potential for container trade is very good. A promotional tariff will encourage 

this trade here. 

(ii) . We have started a special shift to help container handling. 

(III). The JNPT has 1-1/2 time for FEU’s because of their volume. The MOPT 

cannot afford it. 

(iv) . We do not wish to have a distinction between ‘loaded’ and ‘empty’ containers. 

(v) . The MOPT will lose heavily by a box rate. We want to promote container 

traffic; but not at a colossal loss. 





[HFTIII—■Br>V4] 




(VI). We find the rates of Rs.1500/- per TEU and Rs.3000/- per FEU is reasonable. 

B. Subsequently, M/s. Maersk India Ltd. conveyed that they did not accept the 

MOPT proposal made during the joint hearing for the following reasons; 

(i) . The rates proposed are very high compared to the JNPT rates and activities. 

(ii) The Port is not providing any additional service for container trade. 

(ill). The liroposed charge is payable by shippers and consignees who 
unfortunately were not represented and their views were not solicited. 

(iv). A rate of Rs.825 / 1235 for a 20740’ container is just and equitable. There is 
no justification in charging Rs.1500 / Rs.3000 as proposed by the MOPT 
during the joint hearing. 

7 . Subsequent to the joint hearing, the MOPT submitted a revised proposal 

suggesting a box rate of Rs.1000/- for 20’ container and Rs 2000/- for 40’ coritainer on a trial 
basis. The charge for empty has been proposed to be fixed at Rs.100/- for 20’ containers and 
Rs.200/- for 40’ containers. The MOPT has reiterated that the request of M/s Maersk Sealand 
to keep a box rate of Rs.825/- for 20’ container and Rs.1235 for 40’ container on par with the 
JNPT rates is not applicable at the MOPT. 

Q. On examination of the proposal, the MOPT was requested to furnish cost 

details of the proposed rates. The MOPT has informed that box rate based on income and 
traffic for the year 1999-2000 works out to Rs.3520 per TEU and Rs.7040/ per FEU 
respectively. It has further informed that the box rate per TEU comes to Rs 3950/-, if the rate is 
worked out based on cost of operations. The Port has, however, maintained that it has 
proposed reduced rates with a view to promote container trade through the MOPT. 

f 

9. With reference to the totality of information collected during the processing of 

this case, the following position emerges' 

(i) . Presently, the MOPT levies wharfage on containers and on containerised 

cargo separately. Wharfage on container is levied at Rs.60 per TEU and 
Rs.80 per FEU Wharfage on cargo is levied as per wharfage scheduled 
prescribed in the Scale of Rates Initially, MOPT proposed an advalorem 
wharfage on containerised cargo subject to a minimum of Rs 2500/- and 
maximum of Rs.6000/ per TEU The users objected to this proposal arguing 
that it would lead to a steep hike for some containers. Accordingly, this 
Authonty advised the MOPT to formulate a proposal in consultation with the 
users without resorting to^ valorem wharfage rates 

(ii) . Acting on the advice of this Authority, the MOPT has done well to prescribe a 

box rate for container handling without resorting to advalorem wharfage 
prescriptions The sincerity of the MOPT to piomote container trade through 
the Port IS quite evident from the manner in which it has reacted to the demand 
of the users and proposed heavy reduction in box rates. The rates proposed 
by the MOPT will definitely result in financial loss when compared to the 
Income it would have generated under the present method of levying wharfage 
on containers 

The details submitted by the MOPT reveals that the average wharfage on 
containerised cargo realised by the MOPT in 1999-2000 is Rs 304/- per tonne 
This IS an exorbitant rate by any account and this position emerges due to 
levying of wharfage on cargo on advalorem basis. The loss of income, if the 
proposed rates are implemented, gets projected abnormally due to this 
exorbitant wharfage rate. 
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(lii). While submitting the cost statements to this Authority at the time of general 
revision of tariffs, the MOPT included container handling activity in the cost 
statements for the general cargo handling activity. Since the general cargo 
handling activity showed an average surplus of 21% for the year 2000-01 and 
2001-02, the Authority did not allow any increase in the rates for the various 
tariff Items covered under this activity. At the proposed level of box rate, the 
income from container handling will reduce drastically when compared to the 
income projected by the Port at the time of general revision of tariffs. The 
reduction in income will be to the tune of Rs.1.0 crore per annum due to 
implementation of the proposed box rates. To cover this loss, the Port have to 
handle an additional throughput of about 7000 TEUs per annum at the 
proposed rates. 

As has been pointed out, the financial loss is with reference to the income 
arrived at on the basis of high ad valorem based wharfage rates. In any case, 
these abnormal rates are to be adjusted. Further, the Port has also stated that 
the proposed rate is to attract more container traffic at the Port and it excepts 
the volume of container traffic to go up with such a reduction m tariff. That 
being so, the proposed box rate deserves to be approved as a promotional 
tariff. 

When the volume of container trade picks up, the MOPT must come up with a 
detailed proposal to fix tariff based on the volume and operational cost; and. 
the low promotional tariff prescribed now to encourage traffic growth shall not 
be cited to its disadvantage. Such an adjustment of tariff can be made more 
meaningfully alongwith the next general revision of the Port’s Scale of Rates. 

(iv). When the MOPT proposal for general revision of its tariffs was considered by 
this Authority, the users objected to the under-utilisation of the reach stacker 
hired for container handling by the port and consequently expenditure passed 
on to the container operators. The MOPT, in reply, pointed out that the reach 
stacker was maintained as a stand by and it was also being used for handling 
other cargo like steel slab. etc. This Authority, however, required the MOPT to 
review the utilisation of the reach stacker with reference to the actual 
experience of handling containers at the time of next revision of rates. Since 
better utilisation of reach stacker will lead to more income and hence reduction 
in financial loss under this activity, this Authority likes to reiterate its earlier 
observation in this regard and requires the MOPT to review the hiring 
arrangement and deployment of Reach Stacker immediately in the context of 
its anticipation of increase in container traffic. 

(V). The demand of M/s. Maersk India Ltd. to prescribe container handling rates at 
the MOPT at par with the JNPT rates is unreasonable. Rates across different 
ports cannot be compared du&vanations in the handling methodology, volume 

of traffic and other local features. Ratos to be prescribed at the MOPT will be 
with reference to the position obtaining in the MOPT and can not be based on 
the rates prevailing at the JNPT. 

(vi). Handling charge (box rate) for a 40’ container is generally prescribed at 1.5 
times the tariff of 20’ container. The MOPT has, however, proposed double 
the rate for 40’ containers. During the joint hearing M/s. Maersk India Ltd., the 
mam line container operator m MOPT has accepted this proposal as a special 
arrangement in the MOPT. As has been mentioned above, the MOPT will 
suffer a loss in its levenue due to the promotional tariff prescribed. In this 
backdrop, the proposed box rate for 40’ containers at double the rate of 20’ 
container Is allowed In the MOPT on special consideration. This 
notwithstanding, the MOPT is advised to maintain a differential of 150% 
between the box rates of TED and FEU, when it formulates its proposal for the 
next general revision of tariffs. 





[MFTin—■5r>^4] 


9 




(vil). In respect of empty container? tht MOPT has proposed to increase the 
wharfage charges from Rs.60 / to fis80/- per TFU and from Rs.80/- to 
Rs,100/- per FEU. The MOPT has staled tha^" the increase in wharfage on 
empty containers is nominal which has been proposed to augment / 
supplement the income. During the join+ hearing, the MOPT argued that it did 
not want distinction between loaded and empty containers. This position can 
not be accepted. The efforts involved in handling empty and loaded containers 
are not same and hence rates must also be different The port, however, in its 
proposal suggested different rates for loaded and empty containers. The 
wharfage on empty containers proposed by the MOPT even after the increase 
of Rs.20/- per container over the existing rates will not augment the income to 
a very great extent as the empty TEU's handled at the MOPT are small in 
number. Considenng the benefit that will accrue to the container lines due to 
the promotional tariffs, the nominal increase in empty container handling is 
approved as proposed by the Port. 

10.1. In the result, and for the reasons given above, and based on a collective 

application of mind, this Authority approves the MOPT proposal on container handling charges 
and amends the Scale of Rates of the MOPT to substitute the following m place of existing 
provisions under the head Part-ll; Section-B; I. Wharfage: 


/. Qonmlnfr H^nclllna Charms 





Rate per Qonttdmr (in Rs.) I 


20' 

40' 

Loaded container 

1000/- 

. 2000/- 

Empty Contain^- 

100/- 

200/- 


10.2. The MOPT is directed to incorporate the above provisions in its Scale of Rates. 

10.3. The MOPT is advised to review the promotional tariffs prescribed now for 
suitable adjustments at the.time of formulating its proposals for the next general revision of 
tariffs. A differential of 150% between the box rates for TEU and FEU shall also be maintained 
at that time. 

10.4. The MOPT is required to review the hinng arrangement and d^jajoyment of the 

Reach Stacker. . 


S, SATHYAM, Chai rman 
[ADVT. IMV/143/Exly /2000] 
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